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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the Request for Continued Examination filed 
7/10/2007. It is noted that claim 1 has been amended and claims 21 and 23-30 have 
been canceled. 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which fomris the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-5 and 1 5-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over Edwards 2,368,530 in view of Laing 4,834,628. 

Edwards discloses a rotary pump essentially as claimed, including for example, a 
rotatable impeller; and a degassing device, wherein the degassing device comprises a 
gas line (71 ,79) opening at a first end into an area on the impeller 24 and opening at a 
second end into an area with a lower pressure in relation to an interior pressure of the 
circulation pump or into a device generating underpressure (see page 4, col. 1 lines 1- 
2); wherein the first end of the gas line face a central area of the impeller; and wherein 
the impeller has a cavity 42. the first end of the gas line opening into the cavity 42. 
Edwards also discloses that the first end of the gas line opens into an area on the 
impeller where fluid eddies are able to form (see page 3, col.1 , lines 33-40) and that the 
first end also opens into an area on the impeller where gas is able to accumulate 42 
(see page 3, col.1 , lines 58-65). Edwards further discloses that the gas line comprises a 
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pipe that is aligned either essentially parallel or at an angle to the axis of rotation of the 
impeller at least in one section (71 ,79). However, Edwards fails to disclose the following 
claimed limitations taught by Laing. 

Laing (Figs. 1 and 4) teaches a pump assembly defining intake and an outtake 
area (see top of Fig. 1), along with a rotatable rotor-impeller unit (4, 6, 7, 8). Laing 
further teaches that the impeller is arranged on a rotor 4 mounted in a spherical bearing. 
Laing also teaches that the impeller has bearings adapted to be lubricated by the fluid 
(see configuration of rotor-impeller unit Fig. 1 and 4). 

Therefore, It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the impeller assembly of Edwards by using a spherical bearing that 
is adapted to be lubricated by the working fluid in order to transfer the tensile forces on 
the rotor annularly against the face of the rotor (Laing, col. 2, lines 13-16) and in order 
to eliminate the use of a second fluid for lubricating the bearings, thereby decreasing 
the operating cost of the pump. 

4. Claims 6. 7, 8, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Edwards 2,368,530 in view of Laing 4,834,628, and in further view of 
Savage 3,970,555. 

Edwards in view of Laing discloses the invention as discussed above. However, 
Edwards in view of Laing does not teach the following claimed limitations taught by 
Savage. 

Savage teaches a gas removal apparatus defining a pipe 23 for removing gases 
from deep-bed filters generated during the denitrification of treated waste-water as well 
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as a valve 25 arranged at its second end. Savage furtlier teaches tliat tlie valve can be 
closed either automatically or manually. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the gas line pipe of Edwards in view of Laing by adding a valve in 
order to vent the gas at specific time intervals (Savage, col. 6, lines 20-38). 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Edwards 
2,368,530 in view of Laing 4,834,628, in view of Savage 3,970,555, and in further view 
of Blomquist 4,905,863. 

Edwards in view of Laing and in further view of Savage discloses the invention as 
discussed above. However, Edwards in view of Laing and in further view of Savage 
does not teach the following claimed limitations taught by Blomquist. 

Blomquist teaches a vent assembly defining a screw 4 and a pair of barbs 25 on 
the end of a leg 26. Blomquist further teaches that the screw is used to close a 
container 2 holding gas. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the gas line pipe and valve assembly of Edwards in view of Laing 
and in further view of Savage by using the screw vent assembly in order to selectively 
vent the gas, either by selectively choosing times at which to vent the gas or by deciding 
on an amount to continuously escape (Blomquist, col. 3, lines 54-58). 

6. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Edwards 2,368,530 in view of Laing 4,834,628 and in further view of Savage 
3,970,555, and in further view of Herron 4,163,456. 
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Edwards in view of Laing and in further view of Savage discloses tlie invention as 
discussed above. However, Edwards in view of Laing and in furtlier view of Savage 
does not teach the following claimed limitations taught by Herron. 

Herron teaches a valve assembly defining a float 13 anranged in a receiving 
chamber 1 1 . Hen-on further teaches that this valve is attached to the end of a gas line 
(see col. 1 , lines 5-1 1 ). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the gas line pipe and valve assembly of Edwards In view of Laing 
and In further view of Savage by using the float valve in order to efficiently seal the 
valve when a pipeline is draining or in drained condition (Herron, col. 1, lines 41-47). 
7. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Edwards 
2,368,530 in view of Laing 4, 834,628 and in further view of Hickok 5,449,454. 

Edwards in view of Laing discloses the invention as discussed above. However, 
Edwards in view of Laing does not teach the following claimed limitations taught by 
Hickok. 

Hickok (Fig. 10) teaches a gas-expelling device defining a pump apparatus 40 
including an impeller and housing 46 and a tube 1 70. Hickok further teaches that the 
tube is guided through an intake area (see area within 16a). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the gas line pipe of Edwards in view of Laing by guiding the gas line 
through an intake area in order for both lines of fluid flow to share the same corridor, at 
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least for a short length, so as to decrease the size and cost of the device (Hickok, col. 2. 
lines 8-10 and Fig. 10). 

8. Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Edwards 
2,368,530 in view of Laing 4,834,628, and in further view of Edwards 2,422,956. 

Edwards 530 in view of Laing discloses the invention as discussed above. 
However, Edwards in view of Laing does not teach the following claimed limitations 
taught by Edwards 956. 

Edwards 956 teaches a rotary pump comprising a rotatable impeller 37 and a 
degassing device. Edwards further teaches a sealing gap 31 between the intake area S 
and the impeller 37. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of 
Invention to modify the gas line pipe and valve assembly of Edwards 530 in view of 
Laing by using the sealing gap in order to properly distribute the fluid to the impeller 
(Edwards 956, col. 4, lines 3-15). 

9. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Edwards 
2,368,530 in view of Laing 4,834,628, and in further view of Ruhl 4,205,947. 

Edwards in view of Laing discloses the invention as discussed above. However, 
Edwards in view of Laing does not teach the following claimed limitations taught by 
Ruhl. 

Ruhl teaches a fuel pump defining a gas ventilation pipe 58 as well as an intake 
6 and an impeller 30. Ruhl further teaches that the first end of the ventilation pipe faces 
a side of the impeller allocated to the fuel intake side of the pump. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one sl^llled in the art at the time of 
invention to modify the gas line pipe of Edwards in view of Laing by altering the position 
of the gas line pipe to face a side of the impeller allocated to the fuel intake side of the 
pump in order to keep the coast of production down and the design simple (Ruhl, col. 1 , 
lines 25-33). 



Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments filed 7/10/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

11. In reference to claim 1 : the Applicant argues that the first end of the gas line of 
Edwards does not face a central area of the impeller and does not open up into a cavity. 
However, the gas line does not simply consist of pipe 79, it comprises pipe 71 as well, 
all the way down to its first end 60, which does in fact face a central area of the impeller. 
Furthemriore, a central area of the Impeller may consist of any area of the impeller that 
is not on its outermost periphery. In reference to the cavity on the Impeller: the impeller 
vanes create cavities 42 to which the first end of the gas line clearly opens up. 

1 2. In response to the argument of motivation: the Applicant argues that the 
motivation to combine the Laing reference with Edwards Is purely hindsight. The 
Examiner disagrees for the following reasons: using a bearing for a pump rotor that may 
be lubricated by the very fluid that Is being pumped has many advantages, the most 
important being the elimination of a need for an additional lubricating fluid. This will 
decrease operating costs of the pump as well as eliminate the problem of having 
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lubricant mix with the worl^ing fluid. This is motivation enough for using the Laing 
bearing in the Edwards pump. Furthemore, just because there is no gas line in Laing 
does not mean the references cannot be combined. The gas line is shown in Edwards 
and Laing is purely used for its bearing structure. Therefore, the combination of 
references reads on the claims. 



Conclusion 

1 3. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter J. Bertheaud whose telephone number is (571 ) 

272- 3476. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Anthony Stashick can be reached on (571) 272-4561. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 
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Information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infonnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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